Interactive comment on "From geoscientific "matters of fact" to societal "matters of concern": a transdisciplinary training approach to communicating earthquake risk in Istanbul (Turkey)" by J. Ickert and I. S. Stewart
We agree that this research paper may be unfamiliar for NHESS readers. Therefore, we would like to highlight again the aims of this project, as they motivated the non-traditional approach we have taken. It is widely discussed in social science literature on effective risk communcation that a top-down knowledge transfer of scientific information to at-risk communities is having little or no influence on their risk adjustment behaviours
, and there is broad agreement among numerous well-recognized risk communication researchers, that novel approaches have to encompass participative methods to ensure the effectiveness of risk communication (Wachinger et al., 2013) . Helga Nowotny, one of the spearheading figures of the discourse on transdisciplinarity claims for a more "socially robust" science communication (Nowotny, 2010) . Although the use of transdisciplinary research methods/multistakeholder approaches are widely promoted, there are considerable shortcomings on knowledge about their actual application within the the field of risk communication (Werlen, 2015; Arvai, 2014) . Therefore, case studies and practical experiences in different cultural contexts are highly needed in order to find out under which conditions these appraoches can be applied and in order to develop valid methodologies for organizing transdisciplinary approaches.
This paper is an attempt to provide a practice-based reflection on how young geoscientists think about and experience transdisciplinary approaches in "real world-settings". It is important to underline that it was not our intention to follow a quantitative approach. Our approach was to apply qualitative methods in a small group of workshopparticipants that facilitate the articulation of opinions that are often overlooked. In order to further elucidate this approach, we found it necessary to more clearly explain the workshop methodology in the beginning of section 4 of our paper:
In order to gain a more nuanced understanding of the sociocultural dimension of risk communciacation in Istanbul The authors nicely summarized the outcome of the ALErT project, I am not sure whether the output of the project can be generalized to a communication with people in other at-risk areas such as San Francisco, Los Angeles, or Tokyo. If there are similar previous studies, the authors may want to compare the result of the present study with previous studies. 
It is important to outline that this paper did not outline the outcome of the ALErT project, but of a communication workshop that took place in the context of the ALErT project. Regarding the generalization of the outcomes of the workshop, we would like to highlight the following points.

As seismic risk communication in Istanbul is highly politicicized, mainly due to the cities contested Urban Renewal projects and a lack of citizen participation, we do not think that our findings on the specific risk perceptions of inhabitants of Urban
AFAD is the Disaster and Emergency Management Presidency of Turkey (Turkish: Afet ve Acil Durum Yönetimi Başkanlığı). The text now reads as follows: "The existence of "nice looking reports" from institutions such as the Turkish Disaster and Emergency Management Authority (AFAD) were seen in clear contradiction to the actual implementations on the ground."
Page 15 line 25 in order t It was suggested...: Need a rerun of a sentence including this.
This was changed as per the reviewers suggestion.
RC 2 anonymous
Being a geoscientist also trained in risk communication, I am very happy to see such type of paper. I would like to thank you for this very interesting piece of work. It highlights the very important topic of geoscientists as communicators. However, I believe that some improvements (transparency of the methodology, inclusion of relevant literature, deeper discussions) are needed to make this paper excellent. Please see my specific comments below.
We thank the reviewer for these kind words.
The title is somehow misleading. I think it is very well phrased and striking but not very appropriate in my opinion. Your discussion points are not only valid for young geoscientists' training but also for the general conduct of geocommunication. Moreover, although you advocate for a transdisciplinary training approach in your discussion, you use an example (the ALErT project) that could be perceived as not really transdisciplinary as most participants are geoscientists. With this title, someone can expect to be introduced to a successful example of social sciences/geosciences training approach. (Lindenfeld et al., 2014) . According to Bunders et al., 2010, shared (Bunders et al. 2010 in Weber 2015 . Research on effective risk communication has increasingly paid attention to the role of these transdisciplinary approaches (Weber, 2015; Arvai and Rivers, 2014; Kasperson, 2014; Dietz, 2013; Popa et al., 2014 , Hagemeier-Klose et al. 2014 (National Research Council 1996) . Here, as much as deliberation is meant to improve the capabilities of non-experts, it is also intended to provide much-needed insight to risk assessments and their subsequent application to risk management." (Arvai, 2014 ). Yet, these processes are challenging, time consuming and require innovative strategies to ensure valid and reproducible results (Weber, 2015) . In the the case of Istanbul, such transdisciplinary approaches in risk communication seem to be still far from reality, as indicated in the next section.
First paragraph of the introduction: all these sentences deserve to be supported by literature. These are bold statements that can be argued. If those are not taken from literature, please clarify that they reflect your point of view or your experience. This comment is also valid for other sentences throughout the paper, for example page 3 lines 3-6. (Moser, 2014; Krüger et al., 2015; Voss et al., 2014) (The Royal Society, 2006; Jensen et al., 2008; Bentley & Kyvik, 2011; De Rond & Miller, 2005) . (Slovic, 2000; Kasperson, 2014; Palm & Hodgson, 1992; Solberg et al., 2010; Wachinger et al., 2013; Fischhoff, 2012; Lichtenstein and Slovic, 2006) . In other words, as is evident in Istanbul, a high risk awareness does not necessarily motivate personal or collective preparedness (Joffe et al., 2013; Green, 2008) . The key message from social science is that simply getting the scientific message across to a vulnerable public is not enough -it needs new forms of public participation and of collaborative knowledge production (Weichselgartner & Kasperson, 2010; Arvai and Rivers, 2014) (Wood, 2014) .
Thank you for this important feedback. We have supported our findings with references and included a more in-depth literature review into the introductory section, which now reads as follows: As reflected in the concept of "shifting baselines", an important paradox of hazard communication is that the more effectively a potential physical threat is made public by the scientist, the more readily the scientific message becomes normalised into the complex, chaotic and contested discourses of daily life (Rost, 2014). By the same token, Wachinger et al. describe the severe consequences of a "risk perception paradox": It is widely assumed by risk communicators that a heightened risk perception or problem awareness leads to personal preparedness and consequently to risk mitigation behaviour. Yet, the relationship between risk perception and preparedness for actions is far more complex, indicating that factors such as the experience of a natural hazard or trust in authorities and experts are heavily shaping individual risk perception in often complex causal arrangements with many intervening factors (Wachinger et al., 2013). Although the standard communication approach of the so-called "deficit-model" (Frewer, 2004) in untouched by these real-world complexities, the majority of risk communication is still taking place in the form of a one-way transmission of risk information from experts to lay people that is likely to be ineffectual (Arvai and Rivers, 2014).
And: The contested nature of Istanbul's seismic preparedness exemplifies a general view emerging from disaster risk reduction research. This view stresses the necessity for hazard practitioners to pay more attention to the social and cultural dimension of risk, and to analyse how, and if, adaptation and mitigation measures integrate local concerns
. Yet, despite various examples for a recent change of scientific and goverment risk communication practices towards an embeddedness of these practices within inter-and transdisciplinary frameworks (Bostrom, 2014), for the geoscientist charged with a responsibility to communicate the earthquake hazard, addressing the social and cultural dimensions of seismic risk is problematic (Werlen, 2015). Most hazard scientists are trained in the physics of natural processes and practised in intricate risk assessment procedures, but not in the nuances of political science or cultural theory, nor the sociology and psychology of human relations. For that reason, most geoscientists would regard it as beyond their realm and remit to confront the messy reality of how natural threats are translated and perceived by an at-risk community
The difficulty is however, that for more than a decade social science studies indicate that there is little or no correlation between the provision of scientific information about risks and the adaptive changes in individual or community behaviour that would reduce risk
. If geoscientists are to truly help an at-risk population adopt meaningful measures to protect itself, then arguably they need to design new strategies for public communication and community engagement
Also related to literature review, I think you do not put your work in perspective of the huge discussion that is already existing on the role of natural hazard geoscientists as communicators and on the need of transdisciplinary approaches. I miss a literature section on this. A lot of scientists and organizations have already advocated for these needs. As an example, the paper of David Liverman ("Communicating Geological Hazards: Educating, Training and Assisting Geoscientists in Communication Skills") or the "Geoscience and Natural Hazards Policy" Position Statement of the Geological Society of America. Moreover, related to the L'Aquila earthquake, the debate was fierce. And very apropos, you have already the sentence to introduce such literature review section (page 6, line 11).
This is a good and valid point. We have added a literature section that can be find under our answer to the reviewers recommendation for a revision of the title.
Page 4: small inconsistency between line 19 and line 31. You say that around half of the researchers come from Turkey but then you state that most of the participants are unfamiliar with the Turkish cultural context. The use of "most" is probably not appropriate.
We have changed this according to the suggestion of the reviewer.
I miss a methodology section about the interviews with the inhabitants. This is a question of transparency. You should state how much people were interviewed, who they were, by whom they were interviewed, what were the questions. In more general terms, what was the research design? In this section, the research design of the workshop should also appear, e.g. mention of focus group method, the professional identity of the facilitator. Page 12, line 18: here by "participants" do you refer to only the Turkish ones or the whole group? I would also have liked to know which of the researchers are Turkish or not. As you mention, the cultural aspect is important, so it would be interesting to see if there are perception's differences between the participants in relation to this point and also to see some discussion about that. 
We have added a detailed section on the methods applied in the workshop. It now reads as follows:
